
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D C 20463

WdIumUwbr.04 MAY 172007
TIP

1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, Suite 600
Washington, DC 20004

RE MUR5504
JayamBrantley

Dear Mr Lawler

On August 10, 2004, tbe Federal Election Commission notified your chert of a ccinplamt
aUeging violations of certamsectiw of the Federal E^
("tfaeAcf) AcopyofmecoimriaintwasfcTwaidedtoyoiirchert

Upon further review of the allegations contained in the Cffmp1fmit and uifbnnation
supplied by your client, the Commission, on May 11, 2(XX7 found thrt mere is reason to believe
your client violated2USC (441£ a provision of the Act The Factual and Legal Analysis,
which formed a basis for the Conraission'sfmding, is attached for yc^

You may submit any factual or legal materials that you believe are relevant to the
f-"1*1™1 won't wntidfnrtiffli ftf tf"f f^^fr Please gf^^'t tmch iPirtwMff to the General
Coiinsd's Office withm 15 days of receipt of this letter Where appropnate, statements should be
submitted under oath In the absence of additional information, the Q>nimission may find
probable cause to beheve mat a violaticq has occun^ and proceed with conciuation

If you are mterested in pursuing pre-probable caiise conciliation, yau should Boieouestm
writing tellCFR {111 18(d) l^m receipt of the reqiiest, me Office of me General
Counsel will make rgcflmrnflrdtition* to flic ̂ "mtni*sioii either proposuig an agreement in

matter «r wmanmrnM^m Ajftlmm Hi«f MmAriili* ««••« cmiMliatirin ha

pursued The Office of the General Counsel may roxwinncnd mat pre-probable cause
concihafaon not be entered mto at this time so mat it may complete its investigation of the matter
Fnther, the Commission will not flii*****m leouests for pieHiiobable cause concihation after
bneft on probable cause have been mailed to the respondent

Requests for extensions of time will not be routinely granted Requests must be made m
writing at least five days pnor to the due date of to response and speafte good cause must be
demonstrated In addition, the Office of the General CovnsdoidinndywiU not 9ve extensions
beyond 20 days



WillumLawfer.Eiq
Ptgc2

This matter wiUremain confidential in accoidancewith2USC §} 437g(aX4)(B) and
437g(aX12XA) unlcu you notify me Commmum m wntmg that you wish the matter to be made
public

For your mfimnation, we have enclosed a bnef description of the Commission's
procedures for handling possible violations of the Act If you have any questions, please contact
DelbertK Rigsby, me attorney assigiied to tmsniato^

RobertD Lenhaxd

cj Enclosures
O Factual and Legal Analysis

Procedures
(N



FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION

FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

Respondent: Jayarm Brantley MUR: 5504

L INTRODUCTION
i

The complaint in this matter alleged that Jayann Brantley was reimbursed for her i
i

ointobu&on to Gepriardt tor President ("Geprurit For the reasons set forth below, '

non finds reason to believe that Jayann Brantley knowingly permitted her

«T be used to effect a conmbubon from Karoly Law Offices, PC ("Karoly Law Offices") in
O
^ violation of2USC J441f

IL FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

According to complainant, a former employee of Karoly Law Offices, the Gephardt

Committee faxed a notice to John Karoly.Jr m September 2003 regarding his pledge to raise an

S15,000 for the Gephardt Committee Complainant alleges that it was his

understanding that, on a day when the complainant was not in the office, John Karoly, Jr , the

managing partner of Karoly Law Offices, "instructed" certain employees, including Jayarm

Brantley, to contribute to the Gephardt Comniittee, and that JayannBranUey was rambinsed for

her contribution Without saying how, complainant states 1 am rally aware that the money was

rambunedfromcoir4)anyfiinds by o^Secretaiy, Jayarm Brantley, who was msoiicted by

Mr Karoly to reimburse the campaign money" FBC disclosure records indicate that the

Gephardt Committee received a $2,000 conmbution from Jayann Brantley and a $2,000

contnbunon fiom her hiisban4 Theodore Branfley, on September 2003
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Factoil&LegBlAiiilyni

ID response to the complaint, Jayarm Branticy submitted an affidavit stating "My

contnbution to the Richaid Gephardt campaign wu not based upon any rambuisenient and I

received no rennbunement for same" Based upon infonnabonm our possession however, we

hive learned that an individual employed by Karoly Law Offices m 2003 adimtted to being

reimbursed by John Karoly for contnbuuons to to John Karoly offered to

give money to fhe employee to make a contnbution to me Gephardt Committee Thereafter! the

sj employee wrote a check for $4,000 dated September 28, 2003 to the Gephardt Committee
Nl
1=1 Subsequently, the employee stated that John Karoly requested Jayum Brantley, who handled
IN

^ financial nratten at the firm, to bnng him cash After Ms Brantley brought cash to Mr Karoly,
O
CD Jftlm ggmly rmmhmufA the gpiplnyM far rnnfnhiitiftna of jd/Vin to tha ^pliainif rfttti^^^
rsi

which the employee deposited into his personal bank account on October 7, 2003 Additionally,

on October 7, 2003, Karoly Law Offices cashed a check for $12,000 drawn on its special trust

account and the law firm most likely reimbursed the employee from the proceeds of this check

The information in the possession of the Commission flip0 includes the individual's admission

tiiftt (he affidavit |m submitted in rBgno*"m to the romplaiitt— -^which is i<tontir-fll to the one

submitted by Jayarm Brantley— was wrong

Likewise, Jaymn Brantley wrote a check on September 28, 2003 for $4,000 to the

Gephardt Committee, representing cortnbimoiu from herself art

Brantley, of $2,000 each Neither of the Brantleys has ever made any other tederal contnbuuon

»jid at the ti"*^ Jayaon Brantley wrote me check, there were madflnmttQ ftityj* m her

cover it On October 7, 2003, the same day that the aforementioned law firm employee

deposited his $4,000 cash reimbursement from Jomi Karoly mto his bank account, the Bram

credit umon statements reflect a $4,000 cash deposit This deposit was the largest deposit mto
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Factual & Legal Analysis

fliftir riiffflnng nrammt ̂ ^w n nmfr-fnMftfh pg"«d, •««* ̂  $4,°̂  'f fnrt "pf1**̂  «"th*'««

film's payroll records as regular pay, overtime pay or u a bonus to JayannBrantley Thus, it

appears mat Jayum Brantley may have been reraibuii^ to n^GepharAcontnbutions, and the

funds may have come from die proceeds of the $12,000 check that Karoly Law Offices cashed

from its special trust account

m The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, prohibits persons from

sr knowingly permitting their names to be used to eflectcontnbutions made m the name of another
Nl

^ person 5e02USC §441f The evidence descnbed above indicates mat Jayann Brantley was

^j rambursed for her contribution to the Gcphsidt campaign, and thus fai^^
o
on name to be used to effect a conmbiinonm the name of anofiier person

Therefore, there u reason to beheve that Jayann Brantley violated 2 USC §441f


